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INTRODUCTION.
'

This technical rtport contains the purpose of, procedures for, and
findings from each instrument employed in then collection of data
relevant to the major.decision and evaluation questions of the 1980-81

Tit a yri 4e-Kindergart6h Progam.
A

This 4s not intended to be a document for wide-spread circulation ?
rather a technical reference for those interested in. replicating o
studying the research. and evaluation associated with the project.

No attempt is made here to bring together'the varioils.fihdings in An

2 effort to discuss'ipterrelationships or implications. For.this, the

reader is referred to the Final Report, included inpe 1980-81
'Evaluation Findings, Publication Number'80.32.

The Title VII Pre-Kindergarieh Program.4chools)are:

mit

N Govalle
\)Sanchez

Allan
Allison

9

Brooke
Becker
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GLOSSARY

ORE - Office of Research and Evaluation.

I

LEP - Category of students who a) have a non-English language.in their home,

and b) are below acceptable proficiericy levels in oral English skills.

Project Student -.A student who is enrolled in Title VII Pre-Kindergarten.
p ,

Spanish Monolingual - 'Category of students who speak only Spanish as deter-

mned.by a score of 0 in English on the PAL.

Spanish Dominant.- Category of students who speak Spanish better than English

as determined by a Spanish PAL score at list 13 points higher than an
English score;.orif given the PAL in English only, a raw score of 01.84.

4

Bilingual-- Category of students who speak both English and Spanish _equally

well as determined by PAL scores in English and Spanish whish are 12

or fewer points apart. This category does not apply to students

given the PAL in English only.

English Dominant -. Category of students who speak Epglish better than Spanish

as determined by an Englisk PA score at least 13 points higher than

a Spanish score; or if given t e PAL in English only, a raw scare of

85 or higher.

English Monolingual.- Category of students who do not speak-Spanish as

determined by a score of 0 in Spanish or the PAL. This category

does not apply to students given the PAL in English only%

Level of Significance - A statiscal term used to express the degree of

confidence that differences found among scoresare true differences

and not chance differences.

SSL - Spanisias a second language.

ESL -"English for speakers of other languages.'

U.T. - University of Texas at Austin, Computatioq,Centet.

if
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80.79 strrument Description: Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, English Version

Brief description of the instrument:

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test ( P.P.V.T.) is a standardized vocabulary test

whith provides an estimate of the subject's verbal ability

To wham was the instrument administered?

To paiticipants in the Title VII Pre-Kindergarten Program.

How many times was the instrument administered?

Twiee. First as a pretest with forms A 6 B: Secondly, as a posttest,with Form L.

When was the instrument administered?
The test was administered in October 1980 and April 1981.

(

'Where was the instrument administered?
The P.P.V.T. was administered at the designated Title VII Pre-Kindergarten scnools.

Who aaministered the instrument?
A temporary Bilingual tester hired specifically for P.P.V.T. testing.

What training did the administrators have?
The administrator was provi ,with manual of instructions included with the test-

ing material. She also had p vious experience with this test.

0*

Was the instrument administered under standardized conditions?

"lei. Individual varivions may have occurred since it is a one-co-one test.

Werafthert emblems with the instrument or the administration that might
affect the validity of the iata?

None whatsoevee.

Wh6 developed the instrument?'

Lloyd M. Dunn, Ph.D. 6 Leota M. Dunn

That reliability and validity data are available on the instrument?

Split-half correlations were obtained. Use of Rasch-Wright latent trait methodology
solved the prdblem of a direct odds and even split-half since each set of items

have included items below the basal. The split-half reliapilities for child-
renaltd-louth ranged from .67 to .88 on Form L. The issues of dontent, construct,
and criterion-related validity are discussed in pp. 58-67 in the P.P.V.T.-R Manual.

Are there norm data available for interpreting-the results?(

Yes. Standard Norms are provided.

A- 2
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Peabody Picture VocabliSary Test

Purpose

1.

The selection and administration of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary
Test (PPVT) was used to address the following decision and evaluation

qu?stions:

Decision QuestiOn No. 2: Should the Bilingual Program be

adapted by DistriCt?

Evaluation Question D3-1: Is there a lonog term effect

on language and/or concept development?

Evaluation Question D3-2: Has the Program impacted

English language skills?

Procedures Used to Collect Data

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, English version, was administered
twice during the 1980-81 school year (First Year ibr the Program) to ,*

Title VII Pre - Kindergarten participants. In December 1980 a sample of

57 pupils was tested. with PPVT Forms A or B. In April of 1981, the

participants, were re-tested with Form L. This form is part of the

P.P.V.T.-R which is a revised version of the original test. The

revised test includes updated standard scores, new drawings reworked
from the original for better racial balance, and additional items
to increase sensitivity. The instruction booklets include tables
for converting raw scores from forms A and B to equivalent scores

of the L form test.

The tests were administered in each Title VII Pre-K school by
bilingual tester, in rooms providdrby the school for testing purposes.

Several procedufes were used to render the data collected meaningful.
The lack of a control group, due to the belated approval of funds
and the consequent tardiness in implementing the Program impaired
the evaluation project somewhat. The lack of a control group pre-

/ cluded the possibility of demonstrating the program's effect in an
unequivocal manner. Next year the availability of a control group

is anticipated. This year an examination of gain scores must suffice.
V

A-3
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The raw data are stored at U.T. using the format specified by Figure A-1:

Columns

. 1-3

5-7

. 9-26
27-29

34-35
38-39
41-42

'44-45
47-48

50-51
53

55,r56

58-59
63,

Variables

'I.D. number.'

...School code

Student's name
Age
P.P.V.T., raw scores
Percentile scdres
P.P.V.T., raw scores
,Percentile scores on L
Converted raw scores
Converted, raw scores

Percentile scores
-Student's"classification
P.P.V.T., raw scores
P.P.V.T., raw scores
Interpretation of L

Specification

I

Forms A or B, English rsiou Pretest
Englitish Pretest, .Forts A or B

-Form L

Form L-to A
,Form A to L
A to L scores
LEP=1, Non-L =2

Pretest, Spanish version
Posttest, Spanish version
a: extremely low score
b: low score
c: average low score
d: average high' score
e: high ,score

f: extremely high score

Figure A-1. VARIABLE LIST.

The data may be accessed .under the file name of ARMA in the Bilingual Program

Evaluation Files.

Findifigs

Results indicate that the English vocabulary of the participants significantly
improved from pretest to posttest (see Figure A-2). There was a gain of 12.5

raw score points. -Unfortunatelyi due to the lack of a control group it cannot

be established at this point if the Pi-ogram's activities and curriculum were

responsible for the improvement. Certainly, at least some of the demonstrated

growth must be attributed to the normal growth patterns.

Figure A-3 is a table of frequencies for the raw scores according to a refer-

ential classification. This classification is provided by the test designers.
The columns corresponding to the pre- and posttests slow how 'some of the child-

'ren have(increased their skills. It also depicts the need for action tord

''languagt development. The categories are established in. terms Of a national'

standard.

The Program has not been n operation long enough to be able to address the
issue of a long term effect of the Program (Evaluation Question D212). However,

the data collected this year will be used in future assessments of longitudinal

effects.

A -4
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80.79 Instrument Description: Peabody Picture Vocabulary Tat, Spanish Version

Brief description of the instrument:

The Spanish P.P.V.T. is based on the English version. pe.same cue pictures were
utilized: The test is based en a Guttman scale.

To wham was the instrument administered?

To Title VII Pre-Kindergarten Participants.

How deny times was the instrument administered?
Twice. First to a sample of 57 children. Secondly to 96 participants.

When was the instrument afirrInistered?

The pretesbwas administered in December 1980. The pdsttest was given on April
1981.

Where was the instrument administered?

In designated rooms, chosen by the school administration, in each of the six Title
VII Pre-Kindergarten schools.

Who aaministered the instrument?

The pretest was administered by a Amporary Bilingual tester hired specifically for
P.P.V.T. testing. The posttest was administered by the evaluator4 who is a Spanish
speaker.

What training did the administrators have?

The administrators were provided with the manual of instructions included with the
testing materials. Since the Spanish version procedures follow the English vetsion,
instructions from the test designers were followed. Both administrators were train-
ed by 01B.E. personnel.'

,/

Was the instrument administered under standardized conditions?

Mostly yes. In one case during the posttest a few words were changed to test a
Colombian child. For example, (bote for lata).

Werz there oroblems with the instrument
affect the validity of the data?
Yes. Some words were unknown to all children. The number of words considered
problematic is not large enough or located within the same basal as to affect the
scores negatively.

or the administration that mizht

Who,develooed the instrument?
The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Spanish Version was designed by Ann Washigton from
the Mac Allen Independent School District.

11P

What reliability and validity data are available on the instrument?

None.' e,

Are there or data available for interpretini.the result's'?

No.

,c4

6
B-2
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80.79

Peabody Picture .Vocabulary, Test,-

Purpose

.

The selection and administration of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary
Test (r.P.V.T) Spanish Vers was used to address the following

decision and evaluation uestions:

Decision Question- D2 -2: Should the Bilingual Program be
Adopted by the District?

Evaluation .Questions D3-3: Has the Program impacted

Spanish -language skills? t.

Procedures ,Used to Collect Data

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary.Test, Spanish Version, was administered
twice during the 1980-81 school year (First Year of the Program) to

Title VII Pre-Kindergarten partidipants: A sample of 57 was tested

during December. Later, 96 students; including those previously
tested, were retested in April.

The tests were administered by bilingual personnel firom O.R.E. They
qr

were instructed and trained on the testing procedures. Training

Practices were Conducted. 4,

Several procedures were used to render the data collected meaningful.
The lack of a control group, due to the belated approval of fundings
and the consequent tardiness in iMplementing the Program impaired the
evaluation- project somewhat. The,:latk of a control group precluded
the possibility of demonstrating a program effect in an unequivocal

manner. Next year fhe availability of a control group is anticipated.
This year an examination of gain scores must suffice.

The raw data are stored at U.T. The da file may be accessed under

the file name of ARMA on the Bilingual ogram Evaluation Files. For

the variable format please see Appendix

Findings
a

Reults indicate that the Spanish vogabulary,ofthe pariicpants signi-
ficantly improved'from pretest Nriftettest. There was a gain of four

raw scorA yoints. Figure H-1 shows the gains achieved by the students

who were tested twice.

4"
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L

5

The gains achieved in Spanish are considerably lower than in English.

Such results were expected since English was the language that'pre-

domiAated in ever} Title VIZ Pre-Kindergarten class.(See-A0pendix C

1 Teacher's Intervlews). Due to the lack of control group, the effects

\\of the Program cannot be distinguished from normal growth patterns

and home instruation.

The raw score distribution of the spring (Apzil) Spanish P.P:V.T.

score is provided in Attachment 1. With this distribution and next

year's spring distribution more reliablelocal percentile norms may

be established.

5
a.

Lu
cc
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Figure B-1. COMPARISON OF MEANS. Pre- to Posttest Gains of the P.P.V:T.,
Spa ish Version.
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. tachmen 'B-1

Percentile Distribution of Pdsttest Scores on the P.P.V.T:, Spanish.'

Raw Score
o

Petcentile

10th % ile

20th ile

30th % ile

40th % ile

50th % ile

.4
60th % ile

70th % ile

t

6

. 11

.105

19

21

2,5

80th % ile 36

90th % ile 38,

P.P.V.T. Spanish Raw Score Frequencies

Raw Scores Frequency

.3 2

4 . 3

5 3

6 3

7 3

8 2

9 1

10 1

11 1

12 3

14 5

15 1

16 1

17 3

18 3

19 4

20 7

21 1

22 3

Cs"

Raw Score

23

2245

27

28,

30'
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-34

35

36

37

38

40

41

48..

49

50

51

B-5 10

if

-----

Frequency
4N.

1

5

3

2'4

1

4

2

1

-1

PA
115

4

1

1

2

1

1

As.



%

3

title VII Bilingual Pre-Kindergarten

Appendix C

TEACHER'S INTERVIEW

I

3

e

C-1

.0

10



4

80.79
" .

initrument Description: Teachers Interview

Brief 'description of the instrument:

The interview protocpl is a list of open-ended questions that cover the_

following topics: Parent participation, curriculum, Proems- administration,

and training activities.

To whoa was the instrument adataLstered?
.

To all Title. VII Pie-Xindergarten Teachirs.
. .

Row =sr times was the instrument administered?

Only once.

When was the instrument administered?

Last weelt"of May, 1981.
4

e.

Aar* was the insL-watent acim*,,literec;

At the Title VII Pre-K schools.

Who adm*.efstered the instrument?

Evaluation Intern for Title VII Pre-gindergarten-.

What training did the alninistiators have?

The interviewer had previous experience interviewing.

I

Was the instrument aamdri<tered under standardize& conditions.'

Yes

A

Were there oroblems with the instrment
affect the validity of the data?,

sons, whatsoever.

or the administratil. that night

ti

Who devaloved'tha instrument?

Evaluation Intern for Title VII Pre' Kindergarten

. 0

What reliability and validity data are available on the instrument?

Non*.
1

Are there norm data 'available for internreeing the results?

No.

#

C-2 0,11
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1

TEACHER'S INTERVIEW

Purpose

t

Teachers are in contact With important Progra m's components that are
uasubjects of evaltionsL Therefore it waS felt that their concepts,

attitudes and opinions needed to be surveyed. The purpose of the
Teacher's Interview was to address the following, decision and evalua-
tion-,questions:

Decision Question D-1: Should the Bilingual Pres-K Program be
adopted by the District?

Decision Question D-2: What components of the Program sho uld the

District adopt?

'Evaluation Question D2 -l: Has a curriculum typology been
developed, (adapted or adopted?:

Evaluation Question D3-6: Determine the degree of teacher
satisfaction with training qbality and appropriateness.

Evaluation Question D3-5: In what areas do teachers perceive
the need for additional training? ,

"Evaluation Question D3-6: What areas oftraining provided by
Title VII do teachers perceive as most beneficial?

Evaluation 'Question D3-7: How do limited English proficient
! parents interact with the schools?

Procedures Used To Collect the Dat a

All Title VII Pre-Kindergarten teachers were interviewed by the evalua-
tor'. The interviews were held at each school,during the last week

1081 and were conducted in a semi-formal manner. The same
c1p4.Lons were asked of all teachers, but the phasing and order varied

according to the flow of the interview and shifts frOm English to
Spanish. In a did.= to the pre-established iNaterview protocol', other
topics were °bed when teacher comments suggested alternate areas of.
,interest., e interviews focused on the following topics:,
4. Commentaries about the class. B. Training and Training Activities.
C. Parent Participation, D. Curriculum, and E. ,Interaction with the
Administration.

Findings

The findings are organized around the interview topics.
/411

C- 3
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A. Commentaries about the &ass:
,

English was the predominant instructional language in every Pre-
Kindergarten class of the'Title VII Program. There were wide

,variations in English proficiency within each class. To accomodate

this situation, students worked in small groups for basic illptructiop.
The composition of the groups changed throughout the year wheiever the
teacher thought such a change was'in the best interest of th&child's
learning progress.

. (

Every teacher reported having disdipline problems. However, all of

these problems were resolved without _undue disruptipns of normal class

activities. Dealing with such problems constituted,ond of the goals
of this Program. Teachers prepare children to deal with school routines

and behavior standards.

Present, program guidelines call for a class composition of 15 LEP and

'three Non -LEP students. It was anticipated that the three Non-LEP

children wouldprovide English ladguage models for,(the LEP pupils.
Teachers observed a mutual influence between these groups, but not
that some Non-LEP pupils probably did not fulfill the model funct on.
In general, teachers feel that the current composition (15 LEP a

3 Non2-LEP) is appropriate. One teacher, however, would like to educe

the number of c)ildrenlper class to 15.

B. Training Activities

The TitletVII Pre-Kindergarten teachers constituted a heterogeneous

group with respect to experience. There were three teachers with 3 years

or those of bilingual teaching experience while the other three had less

than 3 years of experience. The distinction is an important factor in

the teacher's evaluation of the training component.

,Th e were foul' inservice training activities planned and implemented

by e Program's administration.' Attendance was mandatory. The lets

experienced teachers indicated these training sessions were benefiCial.

The others did not. However, there were two training sessions that all
teachers identified as meeting their expectations and needs. One of /

these'was a workshop'on Science for the Young Child, and the other was

a session on Math for the Pre - school Child conducttd by the Curriculum

Specialist. Thus, some training topics were identified as relevant by

all the Title VII teachers. 0

To enhance the inseyvice training for the next yeai, teachers were asked

,to suggest training topics that would satisfy their needs. The suggest-

ions were as follows:
( (

a. More training in the curriculum%

b. Discussion and apvice on language of instruction, especially

for concept development.

c. Training and reconnendations regarding,the treatment of motor

Skill problems.

C-4

22



80.79

r-

4

d. More training sessions on sciarce topics for Pre-Kindergarten.

e. To continue with the inservice in-classroom training, but with
more camme4 and suggestions from the specialized staff.

C. Parent Participation

An important' component of the'Program was Parent Participation. Env

week paent; of children part4ipating in Title.VII Pre-Kindergarte
were giffen instructions for activities to be conducted at, home to cord;

plement classroom activities: Teachers were aware of the instructions
that were sent home +but did not'participaee in their design nor did
they have a way to monitor their accomplishment.

Teachers indicate tha some parents were supportive and directly in-
volved with a number of ssroam ac v3t3es, -field-trips, and speci4
programs such as the Cinpo de Mayo celebrations.

The teachers had a chance to meet frequently with almost all the parents
in an informal manner. The brief contacts, provided the basis for normal
teacher-parent communication. However, formal' conferences were scheduled
to address special problems.

There were no special activities implemented by the teachers to involve
parents in the education process per se.

D. Curriculum

During the 1980-81 school year, the Title VII Pre- Kindergarten used the
Bilingual Early Childhood Curriculum (BECC)., The main objective
within topic was to find out'if this curriculum fulfilled the aca-
dem nd linguistic needs of the childreril!L Teachers feel that the BECC

satisfies the needs of younger children and/or children with less
developed language but fails to challenge those pupils-at higher levels
of language development. The major poiht of dissatisfaction with the
BECC was that it is too repetitious.

E. Interaction with the Administration

The teachers offered the following suggestions for Program improvement
in the administrative area:

.Treat Title VII teachers as full-fledgedmeMbers of the school
and invite them tO all teacher's meetings.

.Have principals conduct classroom .observation and share
opinions and suggestions with the Title VII teachers.

.Maintain better communication be0ean the Title VII adminis-
tration and support staff and the Project schools.

23
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Conclusions
,

Overall, teachers were satisfied with .the Program and feel it plays an

essential role in the language development. of Pre-Kindergarten LEP

Children.

ION
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80.79 Attachment C-1
Page 1 of 3

Intervidw Protocol for Teachers of Title'VII Pre-Kindergarten.

IA. Opinions and Commentaries on thejClass.

1. What language predominated in your clIssroom? % Spanish %English.

2. You divided ur class into several groups. What was the criteria for the grouping?
Are you sat sfied with this grouping? Will it change next year?

I

A

S. Did you keep the composition of the groups the same all year long? Please explain.

111

,,--..--
, .

/

.
i

I

4. Did you have any children with special problems?
the class?

If so, were they disruptive to

r

B. Training and Training Activities.

1. What Title VII training activities did you attend?

2. Did you'find these activities beneficial to yad?

3. Did the type of training offered meet your needs? How?

1

a

4. With respect to next year, whet topics should be considered for inservice training?
Are these inservice training topics essential?, a strong need?, or a moderate need?
Please elaborate:

5.Did you find in- classroom training an effective, unobstrusive method? Do yoa
feel some other method would be better? If so, what?

C-7 .25
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IFC. Pargnt Participation.

Parents were expected to work at home with the children in certain structured
activities. Sometimes they were asked to build something, for example a building
with a shoebox.

,6iitinUed Page 2 of 3

a) What other activities were parents asked to do?

b) Hot many of the students completed their "homework" assignments.

A

I2. Did ybulaave a chance to meet with all the parents to inform them about the progress
and/or problems of their child? Explain, please.

I 3., List the parents whom you feel. were very involved in the Program 0Confidentiality
will be maintained. Achievement of the program children of these families will be
;compared to the achievement of others in the class.)

I1

4. What activities did you implement to involve parents in the education process?

,

,,,

D. Curriculum.
Iv" '

1. Did you use the Early Childhood Bilingual CurriculUm as it was?, Did you make
major modificatiOns? If_so, what modifications did you make?

. Are there ny areas of the ECM that you feel need to be added, modified, or. deleted?

Please expl in.

3. In your opinion, is the E.C.B.C., responsive to ;he skill development needs of your
pre school, students?' What are its strengths and weaknesses?

2
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II E. Administration.
414

1. What adMinisiprative probpms occurred this year?

2. Do u have any recommendations

Continued Page 3 oi'3'

. .

..t.' *

that would alleviate the e problems In thd future?

3. Was your class disrupted frequently by administrative and supervisory personnel?

To.what extent did you have the opportunity to work cooperatively with the other'
Title VII Pre-K teachers with the objdctive of improving classroom instructions?

lak

5. Please indicp..te any recommendations you have,that-you feelmould enhance the
program's effectiv6ess If implemented?

b.

air

C-9
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Instrument Description: Early Childhood Observation Form - Part B

- 4.

Brief description of the instrument1"--'
Structured Classroom Observations were based upon the"Early Childhood
Observation Form - Part B. It is a record of minute per minute school
activities following a pupil for the entire school day. Several variables

are recorded such as language used, average group size,minutes of structured,
uastruotred and non-instructional activity, and person providing instruction. .

Tp wham was the instrument administered?

To.randomly selected LEP children in Title VII Pre-K classrooms.

Haw many times was the instrument 'administered?

Fifteen times. 'Three observations were held per class in five schools.

ft

When was the instrument administered?

The observations were conducted during March and the first two weeks of April.

Where was the instrument administered?

The observations were conducted in all Pre-K Title VII schools except Brooke.

Who administered the instrument?
An observer was hired for this task.

What training did the administrators have?

. The observer received training, including a practicum, in the appropriate

observation processes.

ti

Was the instrument administered under standardized conditions?

Yes.

Were there problems with the instrument or the.administrati that might

affect the validity of the data?

None.

Who developed the instrument?

0 .R. E.

What reliability and validity data are available on_the instrument?

Since only one observer was employed, there were no interratdr reliability

tests. However, previous tests held during l 0 yielded high cadfficients.

Are chore Or data available for interpreting the results?

"No.

D-2 2n
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Classroom Observations,

Purpose

dor

The purpose of the Classroom observations was to address the following

decision and evaluation questions;

Decision Question Dl: What componentsof the Program should the

District assume?

Decision Question D2: What components of the Program should be

modified t accomplish,the bbjectivesof the Program more fully?

Evaluation Question*DI-I: bet is the nature of the Program?

-)4

Evaluation Question Dl-4: How is time utilized by the Title

VII Pre-K Program?

ProCedures

Two types of classroom observations were implemented, structured and

unstructured. The first and second visits to each clatgroom were

unstructured. In these the observer familiarized himself with the
environment, the personnel, and the routines of the day's activities.
The structured observations (three days for each class) were based

upon the Early Childhood ,Observation Form. This instrumentowas
selected to record, the activities of randomly selected LEP students

for the entire school day. The first visit was announced. The other

four were not. The observations were-conducted during March and the

first two weeks of April.

56
After the unstructurecrobservations were completed, an observer was

hired specifically to condUor the structured observations. She received

training, including a piacticum in the appropriate observation processes.
The observation examined such variables as language used during instruc-

tion, average group size, relative amounts of formal.and informal in-

struction, and amount of time various adults were instructionally

involved with students.

Observations'were not held at Brooke this year since the teacher was

absent due to health problems:

D-3.,-,,
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Findings

Title VII Bilingual Pte-Kindergarten participants attended school for

390 minutes Per day. The week lasted the regular five school days.

The school day's time was classified into the following three categoties:

Structured Instruction: Time dedicated to structured learning
activities. These activities were oriented
chiefly to develop lEnguage, audio, visual,
and motor skills of the participants and
to develop new concepts and ideas.

Unstructured Instruction: ...rime *dedicated to recreational acitivies,

free time, transitional minutes from one
activity to the other, and unstructured
learning activities such as working alone
inone of the centers (art, housekeeping,
blocks, etc.).

Not-Insturctional:, time used for the following instruction':
breakfast, lunch, a nap, and a.short snack.

Actual Available Class Time/ (AACT) is that part
dedicated to instructional activities and amount
fifteen observations), tp,280.6'minutes per day:
for the observations may be found in Figure D- 1

V

f the school day
on the average (from
ummapr statistics

Time Classification Total Time Mean

t of
School Day

% of

AACT*

\16.
Structured Instruction

'Unstructured InstFuction

Non-Instructional

2166.00

2042.00

1641.00

144.4

136.1

109.4

37.03

34.91

28.05

%

%

%.

51.47

48.52

N/A

%

%

Total
N.= 15 'observations

.5849.00 389.9 100.00 % 100.00 %

*AACT: Actual Available glass Time

Figure D-1. Statistics from Classroom Observations.

D-4 31
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Figure D-2: Illustra how time was used during the school day .

and its distribution d ing AACT.

O

SCH 0 0 LOAY 380 minutes'
4

.A ACT 280.6 minutes-

-.4? Type of Activity Haan min. 'per dky -

Structured 'Instruction

Unstructured Instruction

Son-Instruction

1414.4

136.1.

108.4

Actual Available Classroom

Figure D-2. DISTRIBUTION OF TIME

Observations also indicate thatteachert were thAchief providers

of structured instruction (76 % or 110.4/144.4). The teachers/ aides

were also ill charge. of providing instruction but to a lesser extent

(22 % or 31.5/144.4). The remaining structured instruction was pro-

vided 1?y, a music teacher and'a physical education coach.

It was observed that structured instruction was provided in English,

Spanish and a mi *ture of English and Spanish. English was the pre; /

dominant language of structured instruction. For the pupils observed,.

the teachers taught'about66 % of the time in English and 10 % in

Spanish and/or a, mixture of Spanish:and English. The teachers' aides

also taughtin both languages. The proportions observed for aides

while involved in structured instruction weretthe following: English 19,%,

Spanish and Mixture of Spanish and English 4 %. Figure D-4 depicts the

time distribution wh n "Person in Charge of Instruction" and "Language

of Structured Instru tion" was observed in combination.

1j-5
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Language
of

Instruction

English.

Spanish
&

Mixed

ADULT PROVIDING INSTRUCTION

Teacher\ Aide

- .

6
6.2 % 18.9 %

10.5 % NN
.

4.2

4.

.

-N

Figure D-3. PROVISION OF INSTRUCTION BY LANGUAGE AND INSTRUCTION
PROVIDER.

I
1

1.

1

1

All teachers used pre-lunch time to provide Structured formal teaching.

The teachers divided the class into groups of six to eight chi ren

and worked with each 'group for a period of twenty-five minut s on a
rotational basis.' Concurrently, the aide conducted a separa session

with another group. The members of othetr groups were Sent to the centers

for independent- activity such as painting, drawing,, or working with

blocks.

Another difference noted was the bathroom visit procedufes. Two

teachers allowed the children to go on an as-needed basis while others

et aside a ,specific time for all to go. Observations suggest that

valuable instructional time is often lost when all children go at the

same time due to coordination and discipline problems that arise with

large groups of young children.
1

4 :

-
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80:79 Instrument Description: Parent's Questionnaire

3rief descriOeionrof the instrument:

The Parent's Questionnaire coneisted of 10 questions. It was written in English
and Spanish.. The questions addressed several topics: 'recruiting, parent in-
volvement and extent of implementation.

To wham wars the instrument admiligtered?

To all parents of the children participating in.Title VII Bilingual Pre-Kinder-
garten.

Row =UV times was eh.' instrument 'administered?

Only once.

When was the instrument administered?

The questionnaires were delivered on the second week ofMay 1981.

Where was the instrument administered?

The questionnaire was delivered to the he by the children.

Who administered the instrument? 4

Self-administered

What training did the administrators have?
Not applicable

a

Wasithe instrument administered under standardized conditions?

Noe)applicable

Were there problems with the instrument or the administration chat might
affect the validity of the dace

Node known

Who developed the instrument?

Martin Arocena

What reliability and validity data are available on the instrument?

None

Are there norm data available for interpreting the results?

No.

E-2
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Parent's 9uestionnaire

Purpose

The purpose of the Parent's Questionnaire was to address the following
decision and evaluation questions;

Decision Question DI: What components of the Program should the
District assume?

Decision Question D3: What components of the Program should be
modified to accomplish the objectives of the-Program more fully?

Evaluation Question D-7: Was the Parental Involvement com-
ponent implemented?

Evaluation Question D3-8: Are pareats Participating in the
activities? To what Extent?

tAL
Evaluation Question D3-9: 'How do limit English parents
interact with the schools?

A

Procedures_Ar&llect Data

The questionnaire wak.delivered via the children in the program to all
the parents of participating chldren in Title VII Pre-Kindergarten
Program. To optimize the chances of obtaining a,large return, each
child was given a book upon retuning the completed questionnaire. The

strategy was apparently successful, since 89.1% (90/103) of the
tionnaires Were returned.

!

The questionnaire consisted of 10 items. Eight of them were "fixed- V

alternative" questions. The other two were "open,Lended":41.The

questions covered. the following three topics: Parental Involvement,
itt-Home activities, and Requiting. addition to these topics the
bespondents were asked to make suggestions regarding changes that
would enhance the Program. The findings, section is organized around

the following topics:

. Parental Invdlvement

. At-Home ACtivitie

. Recruiting

. Parent Suggestions

E-3
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Findings

Parent Involvement

ti

Results of self-reported attendance indicate that 1;rpts'are truly ,

interested in participating in the Program and schoonctivities.

1. 57 cases 63% Attended meetings with school personnel
to-talk about how to .teach their children
and to receive instruction for the At-Home

Program.

2. 72/Zases 80% Attended meetings with teachers to find out

how their child was doing in school.

3. 59'cases 65% Attended P eetings.

FigurLE -1. PARENTAL ATTENDANCE TO SCHOOL ACTIVITIES.

Ninety-four per cent (84/90) of the respondents felt that Pre-Kindergarten

was helping their-child to learn new words in Englisfiand Spanish, to

recognize colors and shapes, to listen more carefully, and to express

feelings verbally.

Ten of the parents who inswered inSpanisVreported that the most im-

portant thing that their child had. learned in school was to speak in

English. It is laely that these parents are Spanish dominant or

monolingual, and feel the need for their child to learn English from

sources outside the home.

In general, parents felt that the most important thing'that their child

learned in school was to act in a more independent manner, to interact

peacefully with other children, new words in English and Spanish, and

to respect authority. The following is a typical response:

"My child learned to speak her words in sentences,

English and Spanish. She learned to understand

and listen to parents. Also numbers, colors, to

share things and to get along with kids,"

The answers to the questionS dealing 4th program awareness indicated

that parents were cognizant of their cRildrenis progress. They also

suggest that at least from the parent's-point of view, some of the

frogramis objectives were achieked.
.4/

E -4
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At-Home Activities

Eighty-seven (96%) of the respondents felt that the instructions for
the At-Home work were very easy to underst4d.,\

One of the parents who answered the questionnaire offered this suggestion:

"Have different levels of difficulty for the
At-Home work my child was above the level of-
fered. The activities were too easy."

Results indicath that it was mothers who helped with the At-Home activi-
ties. Three responses indicated that fathers helped out, and in two,
instances'grandmothers were mentioned as being the At-Home instructor.

Recruiting

The questionnaire included an item designed to identify how parents
found out about the Program. Results (see Figure C-2) show that most
of the, parents found out about the Program indirectly from other
parents and relatives. However, School personnel and community

representatives were another important source of information. News-

paper ads were not a very effective communicator since only two cases,_
indicated learning about the Program from this source. T.V. and radio
were more effective however, none of the sources can be dismissed as a
means of recruiting children for the Program since there is no informs;
tion on how "other parents" and "relatives" obtained their information.

Source of Information

T.V. and Radio

# Parents

From other parents 33

From other'relatives 14

Newspaper ads 2

Church 3

School Personnel 24

Community Representatives 17

Figure E -2: INITIAL SOURCES OF INFORMATION OF PARTICIPATING FAMILIES
REGARDING THE TITLE VII PRE-KINDERGARTEN

Parent Suggestions

The following is a list of suggestions provided by the parents of children
participating in the Title VII Pre-Kindergarten Program.

"Perhaps have two or three levels of At-Home activities depending

on child's development. My son is beyond some of the activities."

4

E-5
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"Have more parents as well as chlldreltinvolved in the Program.
To me, my son has learned much more than I could have ever

done. I am glad he had the chance to be involved and so am I."

"They could.teath and/or use more Spani§h."

"Regular evaluations of the childrens' progress for the parents.
It isn't always possible to get to school to discuss it with

teachers."

"I thinkythy Program should continue so that children can be
exposed, to their cultural language through songs and cultural i

dances. I also feel the Program is very well planned and well

organized."

"To startstart on the Phonics Program and simple three-letter words."

"I think they should have more outside activity."

"I hope they keep the Program because it helps a lot of children

that don't know their Spanish. It also helps them get ready

for the coming years."

"I would like to see more school personnel cooperate with the

Program."

"I think the Program is fine but, would like to see more children

involved or given the opportunity to-participate in it."

"The children need to learn better pronunciation of words in

both'Spanish and English."

-"I wish there was a form of transportation for my child.",

"I feel one needs to put more emphasis.on the Spanish language."

Illfuliave parental meetings so one cgn help better the Program and

the progress of the child."

"To individualize more, according to ability instead of clustering

all students together. More oral Spanish instruction instead of

just vocabulary emphasis."

E -6 39
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ATTACHMENT E-1. Page 1 of 2
YOUR PERCEPTIONS: QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PARENTS OF MILS IN THE TITLE VII

PRZ-KINDEIGARTEN

THE OFFICE OP RESEARCH AND EVALUATION OF THE AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
IS SENDIN9 THIS QUESTIONNAIRE TO ALL PARENTS OF TEE CHILDREN IN PRE-ELIDERGARTEN

TITLE VII TO RECEIVE "ntrownoN ABOUT THE PROGRAM. WE woum APPRECIATE YOUR

ANSWER TO THE'QUESTIONS BEIOW. WREN RETURNS TEE COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE

TO TEE TEACHER RE/SE WILLM0=E A Gm OF APPRECIATION. THANK*M.,

1. What are the ages of your children? (List the ages):

2. What languages do you use most often at home? (Circle one): Spanish

3. Who helps the chic at hose with sr.hopl

work most often? ( cla one):

A. ME MOTHER
8. THE wan.
C. TEE GRANDMOTHER.

D. AN OLDER BIOME& OR SISTER
E. OTHER: (WREa):

tai

64. Who told you what parents were expected
to do to help the ch4lAvite '(Circle one):

A. TOE COMMUNITY REPRESMTATIVE
B. ME SCHOOL PRINCIPAL ,

C. ME =ACM;
D. OTHER (SPECIFY):

5. Have you gone to any of these activities? (Circle YES or 30) :

YES NO Meetings with school personnel to talk about how to teach your
''children and to receive instruction for the At-Rome activities?

YES NO Meetings with the teacher to find how your child is doing in

school?

rtre:17

131 J. roeKsi est. lei c).

YES NO PTA. Meetings.

Do you think Pre-Kindergarten is helping your child' (Circle YES or NO):

'YES NO To learn new words in English?

YES NO To learn new words in Spanish?.

YES NO To tecognizadolors and shapes?

YES NO To listen moie carefully..
2

YES, NO To express fa:Lim verbally.

7. Are the instructions fer the, At -Home activities easy to understand?
(Cirtie ens):

A. Tea, they are very easy. B. No, I chink they are difficult.

C. Other (specify)

8. Ha; did you find out abiut the Pre...Kindergarten Program?

(Clicle all the answers that correspond):,

A.:2T.V. AND RADIO E. NEWSPAPER ADS
B. FROM OTHER PARENTS F. FROM CHURCH
C: FROM mums G. FROM SCHOOL PERSONNEL
D. FROM THE COMMUNITY REPRESMTATIVE

9. What is the most !important thing your child has learned so far in school?

Please explain in your own words: ,

10. Do you have any suggestions or ideas that would help us make the Pre-Kioder-
garten Program better?

1,7.40
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SUS VaRESIONES: CUESTI PAM 2.rOniurf.4'3AMILIARES. !YE LOS &STUD/ANTES DEL

1
PRE*CND

.
( VII).

Li orzars4 DE u7mapz61 Y EVALUACCONES (ORE) DEL DISTRiTO ES-COLAR DE AUSTIN
(ALSD) LES EUVLA ESTE CUESTIONARIO 4, TODOS LOS rimitrapri DE LOS ESTUDIANTES

'EN EL PZZ-RESDZRGA PARA QUE NOS DEN... gpaczdir SORE ELPROGRAMA. CUANDO
TEA= EL.CUESTIONARIO C0NrESAb0I LA MAESTRA LEDARL UN REGALO. ,

HUMS MUCUS .

1. &Cantos aka tienen sua aitasl (Escrinalo)CT,

Z. Mit idioms is usi mMs en sus case (Marva uno): INDUS ESPANOL

3. Wean arufa a eats man(a) con la LIVIA
masa? (Mugu* uno):

A. LA
B. Li. ASUELA.

* C. UN EERMANO(A) MAYOR
D. EL PADRE .
E. ODRA PERSONAL* (QUIEN?):

4. Atli= le inform; sabre lo gus debian
hater lospadres in est. Progrmmat

A. EL *PRINCIPAL (I DIRECTOR) DE LA. ESCUELA

B. LA MAESTRIL 4' 4
C. OTROS PADRES
0:4 LA REPRZSENTANTE DE LA COMUNIDAD
E. am PERSONA

.

5. ain,asistido Ustedes a algudi de estasiactividadei?
. c.0111

SI NO Jausg4 eau al personal de In ascuala pars compartir ideas sabre
como aducar a Los niios.

SI SO Juntas dal ?TA (Aiociacion de padres 7 maestros).

A
sz NO 7isicas a La =alp} parkayeriguar coma le.ve. al,nido 411 la ascual,.

. Jj.nzaUscad quo escuela astl and:ado a in niao?

SI NO A aprender animas palsbras in InglIs.

SI NO A aprendsrplavas palabras in Espadort
9 6,

C.

(Marqua S/ o N0):.

Ite
NO A raconocir formas 7 colarts.0 . .

A sscuchar mas atentarnte.

SI NO A emAssar ins santdmiantos as atentatementa!

.0.

(Marque SI or NO):

7. i,Le parsce a listed qua Las idstrucciones para Las actividades in la CAS*

son facile, de entender?
7

, SI, Son fikileal di entander NO Son diffoilas:'-.

4 4.. ICS's is entsr6 traced del Progrsmm di Prs-Tindergartan?, (Marqus codas Las

raspusstas qua correspoudan):

A.. POE MEDIO DE LA TELEVISiON 0 RADIO D.

A. POE usroaczao-n mos PADRES E.

C. NOS LO DIJO LA REIIRESENTANTE 4; 11(.47DAD
.

I.
9. aogda Ustad: que as lo nsa importante quo ha

harm shore? Esp/iqUe in sua prOpias palabr

At. 7;4

FOR AVISOS JEN EL MARIO
PORL'ITERMEDIO DE LA
/GUM 0 DNA ORGANIZA-
cfm DR ,LA COMDSIDAD

&pm:did° in niao el lloscusla

./

10. /Time UsCad alguaides erencia qua not quisiara dar param4jorar el

Programa de Prg*Kinderg an?:

ExPlique in sus propias palakras:

E-8

-

10.!
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Appendix F

ADOCUMENTATION FROM BILINGUAL EDUCATIO DEPARTMENT.
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DOCUMENTATION ZR.OM BILINGUAL EDUCATION DEPARTMENT

Purpose

Documentation from Bilingual EducatiOn Department was provided to address
the following decision and evaluation questions:

Decision Quest on D3: What components lit the Program should be modified
to accomplish the objectives of 'the Program more fully?

Decision Question D4: What are the various costs associated-With the
Program?

Evaluation Question D4-1: What was the, cost of implementation of
the first year? .

Etaluation Question D4-2: What is the projected maintenance cost?

Evaluation Question D4-3: What is the Program's cost per child?

Documents

(/. i

The following documents were provided by the Bilingual Edu'ation D4artment
concerning Titlely Pre-Kindergarten Program:

A. Complete roster of students.
40 6

B. Teacher's report of preservice activities.

C. List of inservice training session.

D. Records of PAC meetings:

E. Records of parenting seminars.

F. Budget information.

Findings

The documents' provided the basis for the followineinformation and findings:

A. Complete roster of students. NO

The records provided include a list of'all the students with entry and
withdrawal records. The Program planned to serve 18 children per site.
figure E-1-illustrates the enrollment numbers per month.

F-2
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By January the Program was nearing its planned capacity and by February

all participants slots had been filled. Frpm then on early withdrawals

from the Program were rapidly replaced by alternates. There were twelve

early withdrawls in total.

110

100

da

97 f04 109 108 108) 107

80

70

NOV t CrEC JAN FEB- MAR APR MAY

*Note: Sanchez Elementary did,not report enrollment until December.

Figure*F-1. ENROLLMENT OF STUDENTS IN TITLE VII PRE- KINDERGARTEN.

B. Teachers'Alaport of Preservice Adtivities.s

In the Reports of Preiervice Activities the teachers specified their activi-

ties from the moment they were hired until the first day of classes. The

activities reported include discussions of the BECP, organization of their

classrooms, PAL test'administration training, PAL test administration,

enrollment of students, and conferences with parents.

Three reports were turned in to the administration. Two teachers did not

comply' with the request for reports. The sixth teacher was nohired-until
these activities hail been completed and thus was exempted from the endeavor-.

w-

7 F- 3

44
4



80:49

C. List of Inservice Training.

Thefollowing were the topics of the inservice training:

Art and the Young Child.

Creative Dramatics.

Science for the Young, Child.

Math for the Preschool Child.

Attendance at these sessions was mandatory. Some teachers, however, did
not participate fully. Only three teachers attended the first session.
There was one abscence in each of the other five sessions.

Records on_PAC meetings.

There were six meetings of the Parent Advisory Committee this year. PACE
adtivlties are not exclusive for Parents of Title VII Pre-kindergarten
pupils, however, they were invited to attend and participate in the activi-
ties. The goals of the association were the following:

To be informed parents about the Bilingual Education Program.

To obtain ideas and suggestions from parents regarding the
Program.

To become involved in the educational system.

This year, according to the records provided, parents `of Title VII Pre-Kin-
dergarten were actively involved. Four parents of the Program's children
were officers of the association. On,the average 12 parents from Title VII
Pre-K were present at the meetings.

Parrting Seminars.

Two parenting seminars were organized by the Title VII Pre-Kindergarten's stiff.

The topicp were the following:

Parents Are Teachers Too.

Art.

The first seminar was held at four different times to accomodate the different
schedules of participating parents. Sixty-one pare attended. Twenty-tour

parents attended the second session.

Budget.

The federal appropriation for the first year of the Program was $291,538.00
In addition to that the District appropriated $57,375.00 for a tgtal
amount of $348,895. Reported expenditures as of 5/31/81 amounted to
$201,385. According to the figures to date the cost per child was $1,864.68.

F-4
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The Project Coordinptor estimates a projected cost for next year of $288,507.00\

The Title VII staff did not-provide any records with respect to the AtHome
activities. From a personal communication with the Community Representative
it was found that 24 activities were sent home.

A
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